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a - Di 7THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
CifCIBIONI . oF THE UNITED STATEN

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20548

FILE: B-195450 DATE: August 22, 1979

MATTER OF: Electro-Nav, Inc.

DIGEST:

GAO wil dnot review procurement actions by
subsidiary of the Communications Sauellite
Corporation (Comsat) because Comsat is not
an agency or establishment of United States
Government subject to GAO's account settle-
merit authority.

Electroavnc. (Eectro-Nav) requests a ruling
by our O&ffce on -the legali ty of the manner in which
Comsat `Gefral Corpiration, a subsidiary of Communica-
tions Sat`!fflite Corporation (Comsat) , handled a request
for propo~1sa (RFP) for "MARISAT Ship Terminal Equip-
ment and Services."

sActrdi'ng to Electro-Nav, Comsat Issueo )olicita-
tions.'oto o two46pttential s6ppl 's, even *thoughI a
number f4§ther-suppliers >4re capaiife "of manufactur-
ing p g the desired equipment. Electro-Nav
alleges tiatuComsat.is purposely excluding it from
competi-tio-,as evidenced by the fact that, although

.it expresseda desire to submit a proposal, Comsat
denied the request.

* Electro"-avf. dvises ;Shat one of th6;4two suppliers
saicifted bityComsat has~fsince stated thdt it diid not
intienid to sdbmit a proposal.-- As a result, Coinsatc will
receive a-:<ppsai and ;negotiate for a contract with
only one supplier. Electro-Nav maintains that Comsat
is restricting competition in violation of iLs statu-
tory mandate that "maximum competition be maintained
in the provision of equipment." 47 U.S.C. § 701(c)
(1976).
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-a toraiy' to .res"Uv!oe vernmentj&6ntract con-
troverstes :resti i'n th tidBudgetand Accbunting-A'gt -.of
19lge3sU SC45314etq. '-t;4976), whichiih provides
thatalvimsaSnd '"demands' again-t'he' Unted Stt'tes will
be as'e"i$ t and adjusted bytthefjdi~neral Accounting
Off t ,¶ndfurther delegats authority to our Office
to) ceirtify- qaccounts.> For thisj>.treason, we resolve
only,,thiose'tsid protests concerning agencies of the
PederalGovernment whose accounts are subject to
settlement by our Office. 4 C.F.R. S 20.1(a) (1978).

Comsat, however, was established pursuant to the
Comm unications SAtellite Act of 1962, 47 U.S.C. S 701,
et qsc. (1976). That Act provides:

"iet'e eis avthorized. to be created' a
comminications satellite corporation
for 'profit which will not be an dgency
or establishment of the UnitAd States
Government * * * 47 U.S.C. S 731
(1976).

Since Comsat is not subject to our settlement
authority, we lack jurisdiction to consider pro-,I
tests questioning the propriety of its procurements.
Electro-Nav's protest must therefore be dismissed.

,4-- Milton J. Socolar
General Counsel




